SPENCER KAGAN

Teachcrs Who are well versed in a variety of team
_structures can create skillful lessons that engage
and enlighten their students.

pproach to coop-
y is based on- Lhe
sis, and system-
of stritétures, or con-
.wayq oi ‘organizing social in-
tion in the ‘classroom. Structures

usually involve 4 series of steps, thh -

. pmscnbcd behavior at each step.. An
_important cornerstone- of the ap-
‘proach :is the -distinction between
“structures” and “activities.”

“To illustrate, teachers can design
 rany excellent ‘cooperative. activities,

such as ridking a team mural'ora quilt. -

Such activities- almost always have. a

specific contentbound objective and,

" thus, cannot be used to-deliver a range
-of academic coritent. In contrast, struc-
-tures may be used :repeatedly with
aimost any subject matter, at a wide
range of g,mdc_ levels, and at various
. pomta "m a Icsson me To- zllusuate

k,ams five Stmctur(_s, hc or 5h(, u»ulcl .

meamngfullv include * cooperative
learning in lessons all year to further
-the:acade

ic progress of students-in

.Structures ddfer in

their usefulness in

the academic,
._cogmtive, and’ socxal
domains, as well as

in their usefulness

in different steps of

a lesson plan

Accordingly; structures can be com-
bined to form “multistructural” les-
sons in which each structure—or
building block—provides. a learning
experience upon which subsequent
structures expand, leading toward pre-
determined academic, cognitive, and
social dbjectives.

-| Competitive vs. Cooperative ,:‘
‘Structures "

In teaching, new structures.continue

to be .developed, and old structures
continue to evolve. They are based 0fi -

-dmmct phxlosoph : s"of ‘educatior and

lead to variations in types of learning
and . cooperation, -student - roles-and |
communication  patterns,.. - teacher
roles, and .evaluation (Kagan .1985).
Thete are several ‘dozen distinct struc:
tures, some with adaptations, such-as
the half dozen major variations. on
Jigsaw (Kagan 1989): Among the most
well-known  structures .are  Jigsaw
(Aronson et -al.. 1978); Student-Teams
Achievement-Divisions;, ..or -STAD
(Slavin 1980); Think-Paii-Share. (Ly-
man 1987); and - Group-Investigation
(Sharan and Hertz-Lazarowitz 1980).
One of the most common .struc-
tures teachers use is .a competitive
structure called Whole-Class: Ques-
tion-Answer. (see fig. 1) In this ar-
rangement, students:vie for the teach-
er’s attention .and praise,. creating
negative interdependence among
them. That is, when the teacher calls




on one student, the othiers lose their
chance o answer; -4 failure by obe
student to give a corfect response
increases the chances for other stu-
dents to receive attention and praise.
Thus, students 4re set against each
other, creating poor social relations
and peer norms against achicvement.

In contrast -to the
Whole-Class  Question-Answer  struc-
wre stands Numbered Heads To-
gether, a simple four-step tooperative
structure - (see fig. -2). . Numbered
Heads -includes  teams;. -positive inter-
- dependence; -and-individual account-
ability, all-of which'lead to cooperative

interaction among - students. Positive | ¢
into -the | | pif ge | tare:
hsu,mng ~skxl]s as wcll as. promoung, Fur

equal participation. ‘When the teacher |-
;n awarc of the eifccts of-'dliferent_

interdependénce . is - built .

structure: if -any ‘student knows ‘the

answer, the ability of ‘each student is

increased. Individual accountability- is |
alsorbuilt inyall the hélping is confined | st
her step; students | s

to - the heads
know that once-a- numb(.*r is called,

: spcakmg, one-fourth : of ‘the
ceive angudge; the:e is equal pattici-
pation; there s individual accountabil- | -

competitive

'plc cooperative structures: Gre

To Lliustratc, Iet S contmst two sxml— :

the individuals may be talking while
‘none are listening, Further, at-any one
‘moniént, if one person -at a time As -

v language:- producuon
' m I'hree Stcp Imcmew :

cach  persor

ity for listening,- because -in the. third
step- each student shares what he or

she has Heard; and for the frst two
steps, students interact in pairs, so
one-half rather than one-fourth of the
class. is -involved in -language =produc~
tion at any one time.

Thub there are’ px c>f0und differ-

cussion is the structure of choue fOr
br: amstormmg and for reaching. group

class is | |

Tummg to-more complex 5t"" It rés.

to €ach other: in 'sofme groups- all | bu







Heads Together is designed for review
or checking for comprehension. A list’
of major structares and their functions
is presented in Figure 4 (Se¢ Kagan
1989 for derails about the amlctures in
the figure as well as others).. '
~-Structures differ also in the ‘:1.1st,ful-
r in the academic, cognitive, and
social’ domains, as-well as in their
usefulness in different steps of a lesson
lan. The ‘most important consider-
ations when determining the domain
of usefulness of a structure aré:

1. What kind of cognitive and aca-
demic development does it foster?

2. What kind of social dwclopmcm
does it foster?

3. Where in a lesson plan does it

best fit? .
he distinct domains of

.

To illustrate 1
usefulness of different structures, let's
contrast Color-Caded Co-op Cards and
Three-Step Interview (see fig. 5). Color-
Coded Co-op Cards work well for con-
vergent  thinking  (knowledge-level
thinking), such as when the academic
goal is memorization of many distinct
facts; the Co-op Cards promote helping
and are most often used for practice.
Three-Step Interview does not serve
any of those goals well. In contrast,
Three-Step but not the Co-op Cards is
most often used for divergent thinking
(evaluation, analysis, synthesis, and -ap-
plication-level thinking), such-as when

the academic goal is promoting thought -

as part of participation in the scientific
incquiry process or-as part of the writing
process; Three-Step Interview promaotes

listening skills and serves well to _pro- |

vidle an anticipatory set for the lesson
("What would you most like to leam
about ... ?" or “What do you now know
about ... ?) or to obtain closure (“What
is lht, most important thing you have
[ about ..; 7" “If'we had more
ime; what. aspecr' of ;‘»wou.ld you like
to study fmthu”") Lo

Because €a
domains-of -.usefulness and can.more
cfﬁcu:mly reach: some but notother
cognitive, fludumg, and social goals;
the- efficient design of lessons involves
using a variety-of structures, each-¢
sen for the ;,oqls it best acu)mplxsh(_s.
7] Reliance on any one structure
“| cognitive and social learning o students.

structire has distinct. R
“wraining  for cooperative

in many structures can. competently
move iri and out of them s needed to
reach certainlearning ob]ecuvu; Such

a-multistructiral lesson, for example, .
might begin with content-related class- |
buildifng using a.Line-up; followed by .

content-related - teambuilding - using

Round-Table: The lesson might then

move into-Direct Instruction, followed
by Partners. for_information input. “To
check for comprehension and empha-

size key concepts, the téacher would -
. shift-into Numbered Hedds. Together.

Next might come Group Discussion or

Team Word-Webbing for concept-de-

velopment, followed by a Cooperative
Project. No one structure is most effi-
cient for all-objectives, so the most

efficient way of reaching all Obj(.Cth(‘lb '

in a lesson is a multistructural lcsson
Whether the objective is to create a

poern, ‘writedn Autoblography, or

learn the telationship of expérimental

and theoretical probability, the teach- .
er’s dbility to use a range of structures -
increases-the.range of learning expe- |

riences -for. students, resulting in les-
son_designs that are richer in the
academic, cognitive, and social do-
mains. By building on the butcomes of

the previous structures, the teacher is, |
“able to omhestmte dynamic |

thus,
1c,_1mmg cxpcncmcs for students.

All Togcther, a, Structure a

Month
For schools and dxstncts conductmg

thére are advantages in the atmctural
approach.. Whereas it can be quite
overwhelming for teachers to master
“cobperative learning,” it is'a rdat:vely
easy task 1o master one s
tlm(,

,many tcac’hc:x‘é ata 's"i't"e“arf iﬂ]'

) ,ahf Rcsomccs for 'Ieache S

1" Sharan; S.,-and R. ‘Hertzlazarowits,

learning; -

- Lazarowitz, Pro

Juan' (.apxstrano GA92675..

stration lessons, and lead pamupams" '
in planninig-how to adapt the st
to their own classroom. needs:

ing formal 'and '
'c(}ac,hmg 'md

Ypwo récent books illustrate how teach—
ers can use multistructural léssons to reach
a w1dc range of acadumc ob}uuvcs B.

T cachcrs),

ative Learning wzd Ianguaqe Am A Mudi-
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SAMUEL TOTTEN AND TONI MARIA SIS

Selected Resources

for Using

Cooperative Learning

These seminal works offer the reader a firm
foundation for understanding cooperative

Aronson, E, et al (1978) The Jigsaw
Classroom Beverly Hills, Calif Sage
Publications 197 pp

Basic volume on the “Jigsaw” tech-
nique, 1n which topics are divided into
segments so each team member learns
and teaches a specific component

Ellis, S (October 1985) “Introducing
Cooperative Learning Groups A Dis-
trict-Wide Effort " Journal of Staff De-
velopment 6, 21 52-59

Describes a successful staff develop-
ment program in Greenwich, Con-
necticut, including how the specific
cooperative learning strategies were
taught and how using the strategies
affected the students and teachers

Johnson, DW, RT Johnson, E]J Hol-
ubec, and P Roy (1984) Circles of
Learning Cooperation n the Class-
room Alexandnia, Va Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Develop-
ment 100 pp

Presents a general overview of co-
operauve learning, including the
teacher’s role, methods for teaching
cooperatve skills, myths about coop-
erauve learning, and the like

Johnson, DW, and RT Johnson
(1987) Learning Togetber and Alone
Cooperate, Compenutive, and Indund-
walistic Learming Englewood Chffs,
NJ. Prentice-Hall 193 pp

Discusses methods for systematr- cally

methods.

using cooperative, compettive, and 1n-
dvidualistic learning 1n the classroom

Johnson, DW, RT Johnson, and E]
Holubec (1987) Structurning Coopera-
twe Learning Lesson Plans for Teachers
Edina, Minn Interacton Book Com-

plans by teachers who have used coop-
erative learning 1n their classrooms, also
provides sample lessons for grade levels
K-12 and various subject areas, includ-

ing reading, language arts, mathematics,
saence, and soaal studies

Kagan, S (1988) Cooperatwe Learning
Resources for Teachers Riverside, Cahf
Unuversity of Californua. 300 pp

A handy manual full of ideas/re-
sources on team learning, Jigsaw, and
“Co-op Co-op"” (Kagan's version of
Group Investigation)

Newmann, FM, and J.A. Thompson
(September 1987) Effects of Coopera-
tive Learning on Achievement in Sec-
ondary Schools A Summary of Re-
search Madison, Wis Nauonal Center
on Effective Secondary Schools 30 pp

A highly readable report that pres-
ents a synthesis of 27 “reports of high-
quality studies” on the effects of coop-
erative learning on achievement in
secondary schools

Sharan, S, and Y Sharan (1976)
Small Group Teaching Englewood
Chffs, NJ Educational Technology
Publication 256 pp

Basic text on the Group Investiga-
tion method

Slavin, RE, et al, eds (1985) Learn-
ing to Cooperate, Cooperanng o
Learn New York Plenum Press 472

pp

A five-part book covering Basic
Concepts, Internal Dynamics of Coop-
erative Learning, Cooperative Learning
1n Mathematics and Science, Coopera-
uve Learning and the Muluiethnic Class-
room, and Learning to Cooperate
Contains articles by Slavin, Sharan, the
Johnsons, Kagan, Aronson, and Dawid-
son, among others

Slavin, RE (1986) Student Team
Learning An Overview and Practical
Guide Washington, DC Nauonal Ed-
ucation Associauon 79 pp

An outstanding and useful text for
teachers about one of the most effec-
uve cooperauve learning strategies [J
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